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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see Appeal Brief, filed November 23, 2005, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 5 under 35 USC 103 have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new 
ground(s) of rejection is made in view of the teachings and disclosures of the cited prior art. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Upparulu 
(US Patent No. 5,915,001) in view of Talmor (US Patent No. 5,913,196). 

3. As per claim 1 , Upparulu disclose a method for recognizing voice conmiands for 
manipulating data on the Internet, (col. 4, lines 37-51) comprising the steps of 

providing data on a website on the Internet, ( Fig. 1, element 101 "Internet"); 

receiving voice signals from a user accessing the website, (col. 4, line 37 continuing to 
col. 5, line 2; col. 7, line 5 continuing to col. 9, line 2); 

interpreting the voice signals of the user for determining navigational command, (col. 4, 
line 37 continuing to col. 5, line 2; col. 7, line 5 continuing to col. 9, line 2); 
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outputting selected data of the website based on the navigational commands, (see Fig. 1, 
element 102 "Voice Web Site" and element 106 "Voice Web Browser"; col. 4, line 37 
continuing to coL 5, line 2; col. 7, line 5 continuing to col. 9, line 2); 

Upparulu teaches user authentication and verification algorithms at col. 15, line 33 
continuing to col. 16, line 47. Upparulu fails to explicitly teach the user authentication and 
verification process implements at least two voice authentication algorithms. However, 
implementation of two voice authentication algorithms in a user authentication or verification 
process was well known in the art. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Talmor discloses a method for identifying a person's 
identity over a secured network comprising the step of establishing the identity of the user 
through at least two voice authentication algorithms, (see col 3, line 5 continuing to col. 4, line 
40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the system to Upparulu to implement the at least two voice 
authentication algorithms processing of Talmor, for the purpose of establishing the identity of a 
speaker via voice authentication for authorized access that is more reliable and more efficient, as 
suggested by Talmor (col. 4, lines 36-40). 

As per claim 2, Upparulu disclose a method wherein the data includes a voice-activated 
application, the navigation commands controlling execution of the apphcation, (see Fig. 1, 
element 102 "Voice Web Site" and element 106 "Voice Web Browser"; col. 4, line 37 
continuing to col. 5, line 2; col. 7, line 5 continuing to col. 9, line 2). 
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As per claim 3, Upparulu disclose a method wherein the user accesses the web site from 
at least one of a computer and a telephone, (see Fig. 1, element 102 "Voice Web Site" and 
element 106 "Voice Web Browser"; col. 4, line 37 continuing to col. 5, line 2; col. 7, line 5 
continuing to col. 9, line 2, since this features are inherent to a method/system for accessing the 
Internet). 

As per claim 4, Upparulu disclose a method comprising determining a language from the 
voice signals, (col. 16, line 49 continuing to col. 17, line 45). 

As per claim 5, Upparulu discloses the method further comprising utilizing artificial 
intelligence to interact with the user, (col. 17, lines 10-24). 

As per claim 6, Upparulu disclose a method wherein the selected data includes voice 
signals and is outputted to a telephone, (see Fig. 1, element 1 1 1 "telephone" element 102 "Voice 
Web Site" and element 106 "Voice Web Browser"; col. 4, line 37 continuing to col. 5, line 2; 
col. 7, line 5 continuing to col. 9, line 2). 

As per claim 21, Upparulu and Talmor disclose the voice signal is characterized by 
statistical parameters (Upparulu at col. 17, lines 10-24 and Talmor at col. 6, lines 31-42). 

As per claim 23, Upparulu and Talmor disclose the step of receiving voice signals is 
accomplished at a first site and the step of comparing is accomplished at a second site (Upparulu 
at Figure 2A and 2C; Talmor at Figure 3 and col. 7, lines 53-62 as the remote communication). 

As per claim 26, Upparulu and Talmor disclose the various elements to implement user 
access to the Intemet, including transducers, terminals, interface, and processors, since Upparulu 
specifically teaches the voice web gateway is a computer connected to the Intemet and includes 
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conventional voice telecommunications interface for coupling to the PSTN for telephonic 
communications with the subscriber (col. 6, lines 6-10). 

4. As per claims 7-12, 13-18, 19-33, Claims 7-12, 13-18 and 19-33 are similar in scope and 
content to claims 1-6 rejected above, therefore claims 7-12, 13-18, 19-33 are rejected under the 
same rationale. 



Response to Arguments 
5. Applicant argues and traverses the rejections on the grounds that the Examiner has not 
established a prima facie case of obviousness. The Examiner cannot concur. Regarding the 
criteria that must be met to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the Examiner contends 
the rejection of claims 1-33 based on the combination of Uppaluru and Talmor meet the three 
basic criteria and therefore the rejection is proper. Talmor specifically teaches the advantages 
and desirability of implementing a method for identifying a person's identity over a secured 
network comprising the step of establishing the identity of the user through at least two voice 
authentication algorithms for the purpose of establishing the identity of a speaker via voice 
authentication for authorized access that is more reliable and more efficient. Further, the 
Examiner contends one of ordinary skill would clearly recognize the advantages and would 
reasonably expect the implementation of the authentication system of Talmor in the system of 
Uppaluru to make the system more reliable and efficient, as Talmor specifically cites these 
advantages of the system. Additionally, the combined teachings of the systems and methods of 
Uppaluru and Talmor provide adequate support for the methods, structures and components of 
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the claim recitations of claims 1-33. Thus, the rejection is proper and meets the three criteria to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Applicant argues the Examiner has given no reason why these two particular references, 
Uppaluru and Talmor, would be selected over any other possible references, and why they 
suggest precisely the solution to the problem that Applicants have invented. In response to 
applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
Talmor specifically teaches the advantages and desirability of implementing a method for 
identifying a person's identity over a secured network comprising the step of establishing the 
identity of the user through at least two voice authentication algorithms for the purpose of 
establishing the identity of a speaker via voice authentication for authorized access that is more 
reliable and more efficient. The Examiner argues the fact that the combination of the references 
may or may not also suggest other modifications or improvements which would flow naturally 
from following the suggestions of Talmor and/or Uppaluru does not make the claims patentable 
over the combination of the references, since the references specifically teach the recitations and 
specifically suggests advantages and motivations for combining. 

Applicant argues the present rejection is improper because the rejection does not explain 
why the particular claimed solution, rather than several possibilities are suggested. In response 
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to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon improper 
hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense 
necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account 
only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention 
was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

Regarding claims 4, 10, and 16, Applicant argues Uppaluru does not teach the limitations 
of claim 4 because the words "language" and "foreign language" do not appear in the cited 
passages. Applicant is referred to col. 17, lines 22-24, in which Uppaluru teaches using 
knowledge of the language to aid in the recognition process, which necessarily requires some 
determining of the user's language. 

Regarding claims 19-33, applicant argues there is no prima facie case of obviousness 
against the claims and therefore the claims are allowable. The Examiner cannot concur. As 
indicated in the rejection, claims 19-33 are similar in scope and content to claims 1-6 and where 
rejected under similar rationale. The Examiner contends the teachings of the system and 
methods of Upparulu and Talmor provide support for the structures and components of the 
claims. Upparulu and Talmor were cited for providing access to secured systems (including the 
Internet) by user authentication and identification via voice, which necessarily requires 
transducers, computer readable mediums, voice commands, recognizing voices, characterizing 
voice signals, storing user voice parameters, analog components, codec, processor, etc., for 
implementation of a system for voice navigation of the Intemet and/or system access. Thus, the 
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examiner contends the combination of the teachings Upparulu and Talmor provide support for 
the Umitations of claims 19-33. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Angela A. Armstrong whose telephone number is 571-272-7598. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 1 1 :30-8:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached on 571-272-7843. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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